Attorney's Docket No.: 08215-0580US1 / CEA-026565-PCT 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

Applicant : Gerd Hofmann et al. Art Unit : 2833 

Serial No. : 10/518,907 Examiner : Felix O. Figueroa 

Filed : October 21, 2005 Conf. No. : 5392 

Title : BRANCHING DEVICE FOR AN ELECTRIC LINE 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

PETITION UNDER 37 CFR 1.181 AND 1.182 FOR REFUND 

Pursuant to 37 CFR § § 1.181 and 1 . 1 82 (and any other applicable rules) and in response 
to the notice mailed May 18, 2009, Applicants hereby petition to obtain a refund for an 
erroneously charged $2,350 extension fee. In short, the Office has erroneously charged the fee 
for the filing of a response to a Notice of Non-compliance that had never been mailed. 



The Notice of Non-compliance Which had Never Been Mailed 

Upon a routine check of PAIR during December 2008, a Notice of Non-Compliant Brief 
(attached as Appendix A) was found in the image file wrapper. Such a Notice had never been 
received by our office, was not noted in our docketing system, and was not included in the 
application's file. Moreover, as shown in PAIR, there are a number of peculiarities indicating 
something had gone wrong in processing this Notice. 

First, the cover page of the Notice was missing various information, such as the 
Examiner's name, the art unit, and the page number. Second, the status of the application in 
PAIR had not been changed from "Notice of Appeal filed" to a status reflective of the mailing of 
a Notice of Non-Compliance. Third, the transaction history in PAIR did not include an entry of 
"Mail Notice - Defective Appeal Brief." 

Follow-up by Applicants' Representative 

Upon becoming aware of the Notice in PAIR, applicants' representative immediately 
contacted the Examiner and the Patent Appeals Specialist named in the Notice. As documented 
in the Interview Summary of December 22, 2008 (attached as appendix B), Patent Appeals 
Specialist Reginald Tyson acknowledged this issue and agreed to prepare a Notice that would be 
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mailed shortly, to which applicant should respond. In response to a further inquiry on January 6, 
2009, Specialist Tyson stated that it was not clear why another Notice had not been mailed by 
that time as he had walked the new Notice down to the mail room. 

January 9, 2009 marked six months from the date of the Notification which had not been 
mailed. To avoid an unwarranted abandonment, applicants preemptively responded on that date 
to the Notification to be mailed according to Patent Appeals Specialist Reginald Tyson (the 
response attached as appendix C). Applicants did not pay an extension fee at filing but 
authorized proper fees to be withdrawn. 

The Erroneously Charged Extension Fee 

The USPTO charged a fee of $2,350 to Fish & Richardson's Deposit Account No. 06- 
1050 upon the January 9, 2009 filing of a Supplemental Appeal Brief. This charge is improper - 
no extension can be required because no Notification had ever been mailed. 

During a phone call on March 18, 2009, Patent Appeals Specialist Reginald Tyson agreed 
that the fee was improperly collected and suggested that applicant file a request for refund. Also, 
specialist Tyson indicated that Palm showed the Proper Notification was sent for scanning 
multiple times but somehow had never actually been mailed. 

Request for Refund 

On March 23, 2009, Applicants submitted a Request for Refund, regarding the fee in the 
amount of $2,350 which was charged to Fish & Richardson P.C. Deposit Account No. 06-1050 
after filing a Supplemental Appeal Brief. The request was denied (denial attached as appendix 
D) with the explanation that the "Notices were mailed out three times and none of them was 
returned to the USPTO as undeliverable". Applicants have never received a mailed copy of the 
Notice, let alone three mailings and the Office never provided proof that the Notice was actually 
mailed to contradict the evidence that it was not actually mailed. 

The fact that the denial of the request contends that the Notice was mailed three times is 
itself evidence of the existence of an anomaly. If the Notice had actually been mailed the first 
time, a second mailing would not have been attempted. Similarly, if the Notice had actually 
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been mailed the second time, a third mailing would not have been attempted. Indeed the Notice 
was never actually sent from the Office as acknowledged by Specialist Tyson. 



Conclusion 

The Office has erroneously charged a $2,350 extension of time fee for a response to a 
Notice of Non-compliance that was never mailed. Applicants petition that this charge be 
refunded to Fish & Richardson's Deposit Account No. 06-1050 as a credit. 

Please apply any other charges or credits to Deposit Account No. 06 1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: July 30. 2009 /Gabriel D. Olander/ 

Gabriel D. Olander 
Reg. No. 59185 

Fish & Richardson P.C. 
1425 K Street, N.W. 
11th Floor 

Washington, DC 20005-3500 
Telephone: (202) 783-5070 
Facsimile: (877) 769-7945 



40582933.doc 



APPENDIX A 



$ United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 



| ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. | 



APPLICATION NO. 
10/518.907 



10/21/2005 



26171 7590 07/09/2008 

FISH & RICHARDSON P.C. 
P.O. BOX 1022 

MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55440-1022 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



PAPER NUMBER 



DATE MAILED: 07/09/2008 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Notification of Non-Compliant Appeal Brief 
(27 CFR 41 37) 

J 


Application No. 

10/518,907 


Applicant(s) 

HOFFMAN ET AL. 


Examiner 

FIGUEROA 


Art Unit 

2833 





-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address- 



The Appeal Brief filed on 02 July 2008 is defective for failure to comply with one or more provisions of 37 CFR 41 .37. 

To avoid dismissal of the appeal, applicant must file anamended brief or other appropriate correction (see MPEP 
1205.03) within ONE MONTH or THIRTY DAYS from the mailing date of this Notification, whichever is longer. 
EXTENSIONS OF THIS TIME PERIOD MAY BE GRANTED UNDER 37 CFR 1.136. 



1 . □ The brief does not contain the items required under 37 CFR 41 .37(c), or the items are not under the proper 

heading or in the proper order. 

2. The brief does not contain a statement of the status of all claims, (e.g., rejected, allowed, withdrawn, objected to, 
canceled), or does not identify the appealed claims (37 CFR 41 .37(c)(1 )(iii)). 

3. □ At least one amendment has been filed subsequent to the final rejection, and the brief does not contain a 

statement of the status of each such amendment (37 CFR 41 .37(c)(1 )(iv)). 

4. □ (a) The brief does not contain a concise explanation of the subject matter defined in each of the independent 

claims involved in the appeal, referring to the specification by page and line number and to the drawings, if any, 
by reference characters; and/or (b) the brief fails to: (1) identify, for each independent claim involved in the 
appeal and for each dependent claim argued separately, every means plus function and step plus function under 
35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph, and/or (2) set forth the structure, material, or acts described in the specification 
as corresponding to each claimed function with reference to the specification by page and line number, and to 
the drawings, if any, by reference characters (37 CFR 41.37(c)(1)(v)). 

5. □ The brief does not contain a concise statement of each ground of rejection presented for review (37 CFR 

41. 37(c)(1 )(vi)) 

6. □ The brief does not present an argument under a separate heading for each ground of rejection on appeal (37 CFR 

-41. 37(c)(1 )(vii)). 

7. □ The brief does not contain a correct copy of the appealed claims as an appendix thereto (37 CFR 

41. 37(c)d )(viii)). 

8. □ The brief does not contain copies of the evidence submitted under 37 CFR 1.130, 1.131 , or 1.132 or of any 

other evidence entered by the examiner and relied upon by appellant in the appeal, along with a 
statement setting forth where in the record that evidence was entered by the examiner, as an appendix 
thereto (37 CFR 41.37(c)(1)(ix)). 

9. □ The brief does not contain copies of the decisions rendered by a court or the Board in the proceeding 

identified in the Related Appeals and Interferences section of the brief as an appendix thereto (37 CFR 
41. 37(c)d )(x)). 

1 0. D Other (including any explanation in support of the above items): 



(2) The brief does not contain the status of cancelled claims 2-24 in the status of claims section. 



REGINALD TYSON 

PATENT APPEALS SPECIALIST 

571-272-1634 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

Applicant : Gerd Hofmann et al. Art Unit : 2833 

Serial No. : 10/518,907 Examiner : Felix O. Figueroa 

Filed : October 21, 2005 Conf. No. : 5392 

Title : BRANCHING DEVICE FOR AN ELECTRIC LINE 

Mail Stop Amendment 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

The undersigned representative thanks Specialist Reginald Tyson for the courtesy of the 
telephonic interview held on December 22, 2008. 

In the discussion, applicants' representative noted that upon a routine check of PAIR, a 
Notice of non-compliant brief was found in the image file wrapper. Although the Notice listed a 
mailing date of July 9, 2008, the Notice does not appear to have actually been mailed. 
Specifically, the status of the application had not been changed from "Notice of Appeal filed," 
the transaction history does not include an entry of Mail Notice - Defect Appeal Brief, and such 
a Notice has not been received by the applicants or their representative. 

Due to this issue, Specialist Tyson agreed to prepare a new Notice to be mailed shortly. 
Applicants' representative and Specialist Tyson agreed that applicant should respond to the 
forthcoming Notice, rather than the Notice currently appearing on PAIR. Accordingly, applicant 
will respond after receipt of the new Notice. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: December 22, 2008 /Gabriel D. Olander/ 

Gabriel D. Olander 
Reg. No. 59,185 

Fish & Richardson P.C. 
1425 K Street, N.W. 
1 1th Floor 

Washington, DC 20005-3500 
Telephone: (202) 783-5070 
Facsimile: (877) 769-7945 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

Applicant : Gerd Hofmann et al. Art Unit : 2833 

Serial No. : 10/518,907 Examiner : Felix O. Figueroa 

Filed : October 21, 2005 Conf. No. : 5392 

Title : BRANCHING DEVICE FOR AN ELECTRIC LINE 

Mail Stop Appeal Brief - Patents 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF BRIEF ON APPEAL 

Appellants hereby submit this Supplemental Brief in Appeal in response to the USPTO 
Notification found on PAIR in December of 2008. The Patent Appeals Specialist indicated that 
the Notification appeared to have been erroneously entered into the system without being mailed, 
and that a proper Notification will be sent shortly. See Applicant Interview Summary of 
December 22, 2008. To avoid confusion or accidental abandonment, appellants hereby 
preemptively respond to the Notification that is to be mailed (and within six months of the date 
of the non-mailed Notification found on PAIR). 

All of the claims are appealable, having been twice-rejected in office actions mailed May 
3, 2006 (non-final), September 27, 2006 (final), April 12, 2007 (non-final), September 27, 2007 
(final), and January 2, 2008 (non-final). 

(1) Real Party in Interest 

The real party in interest is Cooper Crouse-Hinds GMBH, the assignee of this 
application. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

There are no related appeals or interferences. 

(3) Status of Claims 

Claims 1 and 25-45 are pending, of which claim 1 is independent. Claims 2-24 have 
been canceled. All of pending claims 1 and 25-45 have been rejected, and the rejections of all of 
pending claims 1 and 25-45 have been appealed. 
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(4) Status of Amendments 

The claims have not been amended subsequent to the non-final rejection dated January 2, 
2008. A listing of the pending claims is attached. 



(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The following summarizes the claims with references to particular portions of the 
specification and drawings. The references to the specification and drawings are meant to be 
exemplary, and not limiting. 

In one aspect, as recited in independent claim 1 and with reference to Figs 1, 2, and 3, a 
branching device (Fig. 1, element 1) for use with at least one electric line includes a housing 
device (Fig. 1, element 2) that includes a housing base section (Fig. 1, element 3) and a housing 
upper section (Fig. 1, element 4) to be connected with each other. At least one electrically 
conducting wire terminal (Fig. 1, element 1 1) that provides a branching contact is accommodated 
in a holder (Fig. 1, element 10; Fig. 2, element 26), and includes contact lips with cutting edges 
(Fig. 3, elements 44 and 46) for cutting through insulation of a wire to be connected to the wire 
terminal (Fig. 1, element 1 1). The at least one wire terminal further includes at least one 
connecting lug (Fig. 1, element 15), a through-channel (Fig. 3, element 47) for the uninterrupted 
passage of the wire, and at least one holding-down clamp (Fig. 1, element 17) which holds the 
wires in the through-channel (Fig. 3, element 47) of the wire terminal and which is inserted in 
the housing (Fig. 1, element 2). At least one of the contact lips is located diagonally (Fig. 3, 
element 43) to the through-channel so that the tip of the edge of the contact lip protrudes into the 
through-channel. See page 9 of the specification, bottom paragraph. At least one of the contact 
lips is flexible in a direction pointing away from the through-channel. See page 9 of the 
specification, bottom paragraph. The holding-down clamp (Fig. 1, element 17) exhibits a 
transverse plate (Fig. 1, element 18) that closes off the through-channel and has an opening 
through which the connecting lug (Fig. 1, element 15) of the wire terminal (Fig. 1, element 1 1) 
protrudes. See page 6 of the specification, bottom full paragraph; page 1 1 of the specification, 
first full paragraph. 
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(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

a. Claims 1, 25-40 and 43-45 under U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1, 25-40 and 43-45 have been rejected under U.S.C. § 103 as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,019,627 ("Embo") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,257,945 ("Heng"). 

b. Claims 41 and 42 under U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 41 and 42 have been rejected under U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over 
Embo and Heng in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,071,145 ("Tory"). 1 

(7) Argument 

I. Embo and Heng, alone or in any proper combination, do not describe or 
suggest all of the limitations of independent claim 1. 

Referring to independent claim 1 , appellants initially note that the that the device is 
directed to providing a branching line and is usable, for example, in retrofitting existing lines. 
See specification, page 1, second paragraph. For ease of understanding, appellants refer to an 
exemplary implementation included in Fig. 1 of the application. 2 

Fig. 1 shows a holding-down clamp (elements 17 and 18) inserted into the housing of the 

device: 



1 Although the Office Action initially refers to claims 42 and 43 in the 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejection involving the Toly 
reference, the Office Action discusses subject matter related to claims 41 and 42 in detail. See Office Action, page 
6. Moreover, all claims except for 41 and 42 are rejected based upon Embo in view of Heng. See Office Action, 
page 2. As such, appellants assume claims 41 and 42 are the intended claims to be rejected under the grounds of 35 
U.S.C. § 103 involving the Toly reference. 

2 The following excerpts from the application are for exemplary purposes only. Appellant notes that neither the 
excerpted figure nor cited portions of the specification should be read into the claims, which stand as novel over the 
cited references based on their own features, as described in detail below. 
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FIG. 1 

In Fig. 1, the holding-down clamp can be used to hold a wire which is in the through- 
channel of the wire terminal to aid in the cutting operation of cutting edges (e.g., a wire that 
passes through the rings 21 and a through channel 1 1 of the connecting lug 15). See page 1 1 of 
the specification, first full paragraph. To this end, the holding-down clamp includes a transverse 
plate for closing off the through channel and openings to let the connecting lugs 15 through 
while clamping the wire. 

Returning to the claim language, appellants request reversal of the rejections because 
Embo and Heng, alone or in any proper combination, do not describe or suggest the claimed 
holding-down clamp as recited by: "the at least one wire terminal further includes ... at least one 
holding-down clamp which holds the wires in the through-channel of the wire terminal and 
which is inserted in the housing" and "exhibits a transverse plate that closes off the through- 
channel and has an opening through which the connecting lug of the wire terminal protrudes." 

In rejecting the claimed holding-down clamp, the Office Action relies upon disclosure of 
Embo, which is directed to a plug connector that includes a lower part and a cover including a 
number of insulation displacement contacts (IDCs) and is usable for connecting cables without 
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stripping insulation. See Embo, col. 2, lines 20-26 and Fig. 1, numbers 1 and 3. Fig. 1 of Embo 
is reproduced below: 




In Embo, the IDCs are used for inserting a conductor 6 of a cable 7 and include slot and fork 
limbs 1 1 and guides 13. See Embo, Figs. 1 and 3. The slot and fork limbs 1 1 are used to cut into 
the insulation and to make contact with the IDC contacts. See Embo, column 5, lines 25-30. 

Nowhere does Embo describe or suggest the holding-down clamp, which, as claimed, 
holds the wire in the though channel, is inserted in the housing, and exhibits a transverse plate 
that closes off the through-channel and has an opening through which the connecting lug of the 
wire terminal protrudes. In particular, as shown in Fig. 1 of Embo above, no such clamp is 
inside the housing and used to hold the conductor in the fork limbs 1 1 or guides 13. Further, no 
such clamp includes a transverse plate to close off the through channel with an opening for 
connecting lugs to protrude. 
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Rather, in Embo, the housing itself forms the enclosure holding the wires and does so 
without the fork limbs 1 1 or guides 13 protruding through the housing. Specifically, Embo 
describes that the "conductors 6 are pressed into the IDC contacts 8 and make contact with the 
IDC contacts, by the underneath of the cover 3, as a result of the screws 19, 20 being screwed in 
and tightened." See Embo, col. 6, lines 10-23. 

Page 4 of the Office Action asserts that the holding-down clamp is shown by the 
combination of the plug body 5 emerging from the side of the housing and the guides 13 inside 
the housing. However, neither the plug body 5 nor the guides 13 in Embo disclose or suggest 
that "the at least one wire terminal further includes ... at least one holding-down clamp which 
holds the wires in the through-channel of the wire terminal and which is inserted in the housing" 
and "exhibits a transverse plate that closes off the through-channel and has an opening through 
which the connecting lug of the wire terminal protrudes," as recited by independent claim 1. 

In Embo, element 5 is a plug body, shown outside the housing, and element 13 are guides 
inside the housing. The plug body 5 does not cover, enclose, or in any other way hold the IDC 6 
within the guides 13. Rather, the plug body 5 is simply used to "connect at least one insulated 
individual conductor 6 of a connecting cable 7 which can be inserted in the housing 3,1." See 
Embo, col. 5, lines 7-10. In contrast to the plug body 5 on the side of the housing, claim 1 recites 
the holding-down clamp is "inserted in the housing." See Embo, Fig. 1. Moreover, the claimed 
holding-down clamp "holds the wires in the through-channel of the wire terminal." Embo's plug 
body 5 neither is inserted in the housing nor holds the wires in the guides 13. 

Also, nowhere does the plug body 5 include an opening in a transverse plate through 
which a connecting lug protrudes. While the Office Action cites to plug contact 4 of Embo as 
disclosing the claimed connecting lug, the plug contact 4 does not describe the connecting lug as 
claimed. See Office Action, page 2. Specifically, claim 1 recites that the connecting lug is 
included in a wire terminal with the through-channel for the uninterrupted passage of the wire 
and the holding-down clamp. The plug contact 4 of Embo is not in such a wire terminal. Rather, 
the plug contact 4 is in the plug body 5 which does not include either an uninterrupted passage of 
the wire or the holding down clamp. Rather than provide uninterrupted passage of the wire, the 
plug contact 4 and plug body 5 is used to connect separate wires. See Embo, col. 5, lines 10-13. 
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Moreover, as described above, the plug body 5 does not include or correspond to the claimed 
holding-down clamp. 

Consequently, Embo does not disclose or suggest "the at least one wire terminal further 
includes ... at least one holding-down clamp which holds the wires in the through-channel of the 
wire terminal and which is inserted in the housing" and "exhibits a transverse plate that closes 
off the through-channel and has an opening through which the connecting lug of the wire 
terminal protrudes," as recited by independent claim 1 . 

Noting that Embo fails to disclose "the contact lips being located diagonally to the 
through-channel," the Office Action relies upon Heng in rejecting this additional claim language. 
See Office Action, page 3. Notably, Heng does not describe or suggest, and the Office Action 
does not purport that Heng describes or suggests, the claimed holding-down clamp. 

Heng is directed to a connection terminal with a single slotted connection unit 102. See 
Heng, Fig. 1 . The unit includes two slots or slits 5 and 6 at opposite ends for retaining and 
stripping a wire. See Heng, Fig. 1. Corresponding to the slot or slit, a first flared opening with 
sharp sloping edges 20 and 21 for a first wire section is used for stripping a wire. See Heng, Fig. 
2-3. Neither the connection unit 102 nor the connection terminal in its entirety, describe or 
suggest the claimed holding-down clamp, nor does the Office Action contend that they do so. 
Rather, the Office Action relies upon Heng in remedying Embo's failure to describe or suggest 
"contact lips being located diagonally to the through-channel." See Office Action, page 3. 

Consequently, Heng, like Embo, does not disclose or suggest "the at least one wire 
terminal further includes ... at least one holding-down clamp which holds the wires in the 
through-channel of the wire terminal and which is inserted in the housing" and "exhibits a 
transverse plate that closes off the through-channel and has an opening through which the 
connecting lug of the wire terminal protrudes," as recited by independent claim 1 . 

Accordingly, for at least these reasons, the Office has not met its burden of establishing a 
prima facie case of obviousness. Therefore, the obviousness rejections of independent claims 1 
and its dependent claims 25-40 and 43-45 should be reversed. 

II. Toly does not remedy failure of Embo and Heng, alone or in any proper 
combination, to describe or suggest all of the limitations of independent 
claim 1, from which each of claims 41 and 42 depend. 
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Toly is said to disclose "the use of sealing rings (49) at the outlets of the line to protect 
the interior connections from dust and moisture." See Office Action, page 6. Even assuming 
only for the sake of argument that the Office's contention is correct, Toly's disclosure of sealing 
rings does not remedy the failure of Embo and Heng in describing or suggesting the subject 
matter of independent claim 1, including "the at least one wire terminal further includes ... at 
least one holding-down clamp which holds the wires in the through-channel of the wire terminal 
and which is inserted in the housing" and "exhibits a transverse plate that closes off the through- 
channel and has an opening through which the connecting lug of the wire terminal protrudes." 

Toly does not remedy the failure of Embo and Heng to describe or suggest the subject 
matter of independent claim 1 . Also, the Office Action does not rely on Toly as describing or 
suggesting the features recited by independent claim 1 . Accordingly, the rejections of claims 41 
and 42, which each depend from independent claim 1 , should be reversed. 

Conclusion and Relief 

Accordingly, for at least these reasons, appellant requests reversal of the pending 
rejections. 

No fee is believed due at this time. The Director is hereby authorized to charge any fees 
under 37 CFR 1.16 and 1.17 which may be required by this paper to Deposit Account No. 06- 
1050. The Director also is hereby authorized to apply any additional fees or credits to Deposit 
Account No. 06-1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: January 9, 2009 /Gabriel D. Olander/ 

Gabriel D. Olander 
Reg. No. 59,185 

Customer No. 32864 

Fish & Richardson P.C. 
1425 K Street, N.W. 
1 1th Floor 

Washington, DC 20005-3500 
Telephone: (202) 783-5070 
Facsimile: (202)783-2331 
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Appendix of Claims 



1 . (Previously Presented) A branching device for at least one electric line, the branching 
device comprising: 

a housing comprising a housing base section and a housing upper section to be connected 
with each other; 

at least one electrically conducting wire terminal that provides a branching contact is 
accommodated in a holder, and includes contact lips with cutting edges for cutting through 
insulation of a wire to be connected to the wire terminal; 

wherein the at least one wire terminal further includes at least one connecting lug, a 
through-channel for the uninterrupted passage of the wire, and at least one holding-down clamp 
which holds the wires in the through-channel of the wire terminal and which is inserted in the 
housing; 

at least one of the contact lips is located diagonally to the through-channel so that the tip 
of the edge of the contact lip protrudes into the through-channel; 

at least one of the contact lips is flexible in a direction pointing away from the through- 
channel; and 

the holding-down clamp exhibits a transverse plate that closes off the through-channel 
and has an opening through which the connecting lug of the wire terminal protrudes. 

2-24. (Canceled) 

25. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the wire 
terminal exhibits a generally octagonal outline with two opposing longer sides, two shorter sides 
orthogonal to the longer sides, and diagonal sides situated between the longer and shorter sides, 
and wherein the holder includes a corresponding octagonal locating space for accommodating 
the wire terminal. 



26. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the contact 
lips are generally aligned with the diagonal sides of the wire terminal. 
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27. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the through- 
channel runs in a straight line through the wire terminal. 

28. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the wire 
terminal is accommodated releasably in the holder. 

29. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the device 
includes a number of wire terminals corresponding to at least a number of wires to be branched. 

30. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the contact 
lips are provided in pairs in each case on a wire terminal. 

31. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 30, wherein the 
spacing between two paired contact lips is less than or equal to the diameter of a wire to be 
connected to the wire terminal. 

32. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 30, wherein the edges 
of paired contact lips facing the through-channel run parallel to one another at least in sections. 

33. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 30, wherein two paired 
contact lips together form an entry section for the wire, with a spacing between the contact lips 
widening towards an entry side of the through-channel. 

34. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein a notch is 
provided between the wire terminal and its holder. 

35. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the holder 
of the wire terminals is attached releasably to the housing. 
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36. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, further comprising 
multiple wire terminals and a common holder for all of the wire terminals. 

37. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, further comprising 
at least one common holding-down clamp for all wires. 

38. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the holding- 
down clamp represents a closure of the openings formed between the contact lips. 

39. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the holding- 
down clamp can be latched to the holder of the wire terminal. 

40. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the holding- 
down clamp can be latched to the housing. 

41. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein seals are 
provided on the housing at the outlets for the line. 

42. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 41, wherein the seals 
are formed as sealing rings with a side cut for inserting the line. 

43. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein the housing 
is assembled from a housing base section and a housing upper section. 

44. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 43, wherein the 
housing base section and the housing upper section can be screwed together. 



45. (Previously Presented) A branching device according to claim 1, wherein strain relief 
is provided on the housing at the outlets for the lines. 
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None. 
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TRANSMITTAL LETTER REGARDING EXTENSIONS FEES 

Upon a routine check of PAIR, a Notification of non-compliance was found in the image 
file wrapper. Although the Notification lists a mailing date of July 9, 2008, the Notification does 
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Notification has not been received by appellants or their representative. 
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erroneously entered into the system without being mailed, and that a proper Notification will be 
sent shortly. See Applicant Interview Summary of December 22, 2008. Upon a further 
conversation on January 6, 2009, the Patent Appeals Specialist indicated that a new Notification 
was to be mailed. To avoid confusion or accidental abandonment, appellants hereby 
preemptively respond to the Notification to be mailed (and within six months of the date of the 
non-mailed Notification found on PAIR). Accordingly, appellants understand this response to be 
timely and to not require fees. 
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The Director is hereby authorized to charge any fees under 37 CFR 1.16 and 1.17 which 
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Under Secretary of Commerce for Intellectual Property ano 
Director of the United States Patent and Trademark Office 



May 18, 2009 



FISH & RICHARDSON P.C. 
1425 K. STREET, N.W. 
11TH FLOOR 

WASHINGTON, DC 20005-3500 
US 



Dear Sir/Madam, 

Your refund request for 10518907 in the amount of $2,350.00 has been denied . 

The notices were mailed out three times and none of them was returned to the USPTO as 
undeliverable. 



Sincerely, 

Sonya Williams 
Technical Center 2800 
571-272-6637 



P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450-www.uspto.gov 



